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POLICY RESEARCH REPORT

A Policy Research Report is an official document of the Educational Policy
Research Center. It prese'rtts results of work directed toward specific research
objectives. Tlice report is a comprehensive treatment of the objectives, scope,
methodology, data, analyses, and conclusions, and eresertts he backgroied,
practical significance, andteclutical information required for ,a complete mill
full, of the rekarch activity. The report is designed to be directly
useful to educational policy makers.

RESEARCH MEMORANDUM

A Research Memorandum is a working paper that presents the results of work
in prokress. The purpose of the Research Memorandki'm is to awite- comment on
research in progress. Iris a comprehensive treatment of ksingle research area
qr, of a facet of a research area withinlijarger field of study. The Memorandum
presents the' background, objectives, scope,..suthmary, and conclusions, as Well
as method and approach, in a condensed form. Since it, presents views and con-
. elusions drawn during the progress of research activity, it may be expanded OT
modified in the light of further research.

RESEARCH NOTE

A Research Note is a working paper that presents the results of study related to
a single phase or factor. of a research problem..lt also may present preliminary
exploration, of an edudational policy issue or an interim report which may later
appear as a larger study. The purpose of the, Research Note is to instigate dis-
cussion and-criticism. It presents the concepts, findings, and/or conclusions of
the author. It may be altered, expanded, qr withdrawn at any time.
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I INTRODUCTION

1.1

The development and organization of the data,sources used in Student

'Aid: Description and Options" (Lee et'a1,;4975) demand XPlanatio&en

la,,t least two counts. First, reade4must knoW what as4IMPt,OnsHarld-4107

initions were used so they may judge the validity of the results.

Second, the discussion provides a case study in the developMent of V:.

national data base froM existing sources of information.
r. .. ,.

The problems we faced can, bye summarized' in four categpfieti he

first problem was using data from sources' that had combined-tinfOrmapipp
. ,

into different categories. A comparison -of the definitiona.osed:by:the,

,Veterans Administration and HEW iAluStrates the,:problem.

Administration uses categories such aa "hospital traiping"%and

college level," which are not compatible With any oftheiltW_oat4oi4:'

:

The second probleM resulted from intomplate data

information on independent studentssufferaIrOM this deficit '14:T4040.

to know how many independent students th6re are, where they attend:CPI:7'

lege, what their income is, and how much student ai&theyteceiVei but-

there are little data': relative to thesaquestiOns.-,

_ - "

The third problem wag the disparity in the- riumber.s:of studekitg;Or.:

ddllars reported by different data sources. 1'n,,;some.. An.stances;.suci as

the number of student in each. income Category, veincIudedalternOiveH
is

distributions In other natanCes:;:ie took aver4g0S.i'2and inStiWPpera,

we used numbers from the eliable.sourc 'tn':thit lag cagej:for

A 0,,at).of..:,Fafarences



.extimple, Ye used Higher Education,GeneraI-Info'rniation SEirveys (HEGIS,

1p3)'eurollment data throughout the analysis even though other enroll-
,

TrIen data were available.

The!fodrth problem was the Tormulation of our own categories.

Okilie instances the categories were'dictated by the data; at other times

tae were,ahle to build categories that were complementary to our analysis.,

latker case cab be illustrated in our estimations of Guaranteed

:.:,'StUdeilt" Loans, (GSL). These.awards go to graduate students, whom we ex..;

lOded from Our study, and'to studentg in proprietary schools for whom

there are,attle'enrollment data. 'Some GSL loans are:also provided by
- ,

..institutional lenders, which Ilmits eligibility for the funds. For the

""I

purposes Of our analys is we excluded the GSL loans awarded to graduate

students and proprietary Students as well as those that were lent by

institutions.

The, s4ope and.ffiagnitude,'A of the final 4ta base were determined by
.,. . V. . .

.

the information available;' these examples indicate the'arbitrary deci-
.

Sions:neOaaery in building a data base from existing sources of infdr-

mat ion. We weighed the alternatives at all points in the process and

trieclto remain close to our task of providing decision. makersith the

most helpful and reliable tnformatipn posSible.

Major data: sources for our analysis were the Tripartite- tape (Fall

1972), the Fiscal Operations-tape (Spring 1973), and FIEGI lie,673B. The

Tripartite tape containsinformation provided by institutional student

aid OffiCers ohtheirinstitutions' Applications, to.Participate in Fed-

eral Student Financial Aid Programs for FY 1973-. Aid officers completed

the forms in the fall of 1972, giving estimates for the 1972;-73 school

year The Fiscal Operations tape contains in'Stitutionel stOdent aid

`officer reports on how fed ral funds in Student aid were spent in 12,72-7.

They were collected in the spring ot 1973. We,categorized institutions

0



identified on the Tripartite And Fiscal Operations tapes as public four-

'

year institutions, public two-year institutions, private four-ypar insti-

tutions, and private two-year institutions accordingetothe institutional

classification in Fall Enrollment in Higher Educetibn 1972 (Wade, 1974).

U.S. Office of Education (USOE) student aid program data are for

FY 1973, with the exception of the Basic Economic Opportunity Grant

Program information, which is for qualified applicants as of January

1975. The Fiscal Operations tape provided income distributions of aid

recipients, by type of institution, for the College Work artUdy (CWS),

;.

Supplemental EOUcatienal Opportunity Gants(SEOG), and National Direct

Student'Loan (NDSL) program's... The proportions were appliedto FaettoOk

1

(USOE,. 1974) state totals for dollar obligated in FY`1972 and allocated'

in.FY 1973. Zstimation processes were developed to distribute the GSL

dollars, Basic Economic Opportunity Grants (BEOG) dollars, and Insti-
.

tutional Aid dollars by income category and institutional ,type;,Chapters.

V, VI and VII discuss the pro6edures in detail. Chapter VIII discusses

the information on veterans benefits; data were .extracted from the FY.1973

Veterans umma pes*(1975).

3
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-II CATEGORIZATION OF INSTITUTIONAL TYPES S.

The'TriPartite and Fiscal Operations tapes. classified institutions

of higher education by five institutional types: university, other

four-year, two-year, vocational, or other. Control was categorized a

public, private, or proprietary. To make the cl-ssification system "

compatible with information from REGIS and other sources, the SRI, staff

combined the data into four categories: public-fouri public-two, private-

four, private-two. In the first step.-of the grouping processlinstitu-
.

tions categorized as university or other foun-yea on the Tripartite and

Fiscal. Operations tapes were combined as-four -year institutions, and --

the remainder were classified: as two-year institutions. Private control.

and proprietary control were combined 0 OrM the private category.

additional disparitet..,een Office of Educ4t.iondata and the

Tripartite and Fiscal:Operations tapes-appearedjn the identification
6' A -

and classification of branch campuses.° for example,, when student aid,

data from the Tripartite or Fiscal ppefations tapes were used with en-

rollment data from REGIS, student aid was shown in institutional cate-

gories where there were no enrolled studenta.

The second .step of the grouping process alleviated this problem;

each institutioon the Tripartite and Fiscal Operations tapes was

:classified as one of the four SRI types according to its categorization

0 in PalL Enrollment in ,Higher Education 1972. -

REGIS categorizations, for example, do not list "vocational" and "other"

institutional types or-"proprietary" control.

4
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Tripartite and, iscal

Operations T pes SRI

Institutional type
4'

Univerlity
Four -year'

Other four-year,,

Two-year
o

Vocational Twa-year,

Other

Control

Public Public

'Private,
Private

Proprietary

fr

/



III AGGREG FINANCIAL NEED ,6" DEPENDENT STUDENTS

HEGIS TRNST73B provided full -time equivalent (FTE) undergraduate

degree 'enrollment for Fall 1972 by states and institutional types,.4GiS

does not dtfterent{ate between dependent andjndependent students.

full-time and one-third of the part-time students were included in our

FTE'enrollment figures; the percentages of 'independent students in each

institutional category are presented in Chapter 11/.4

HEGIS categorizes.institutions into six types: (1) university,
.c1

(2) other four'-yearl'(3) tto-year; (4) four-year branch of a university,,

(5.) two-year branch of a university, (6)'two-year. branch of other four._

The SRI staff categorized (1), (2), and (4) as."four-year institutions

and the-remainder as two-year institutions,.oas shown tielow.

(1) University

(2) Other four-;eA

(3)'' Two-year

Four-year

- 'institutions.,

.(4) Four-year branh of a-universit

(5) Two7year branch of a university

(6) Two! -year branch of other four

Two-year,

institutiona.
I.

The numbers of dependent students ln each income Categ4y by type

of institution in each state were,produced by multiOlying'the REGISen,
. , .

rollmeni tiMes, the prepor-Um of dependent students in ea Anstitutiona
3

type 'and income category-$5,999, $64000-$8,999,

$12;000 and above - -as reported on the Tripartite tape. Income intervals,

reflected adju'sted gross income.

* 1 .2
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procedures for the alte;mative income distributions
,

the midrange 'estimation and the Fteshmari Norm estimation,

the fellOWIng sections of tHis chapter.

students,

discussed in

of dependent'

are

Cost of attendance for dependent students by state, and institutional

type was produced from Tripartite'and REGIS data.

tutional total cost Of tuition and 'fees, books and

and houiing. Tuition data were o tained from REGIS

-cost'items were extracted from the Tripartite tape

weighted by enrollment im'each institution to arrive at a weighted

average cost foreacICInstitutional type.

Gross financial need, .G, for Aependent students, D, was determined

Cost equalS'the insti-
, .f
supplies, plus meals

d the remaining'
410041

These totals,,were

. i rd.

by-sabfracting the expectedparentar:contributldn and self-support from

.the cost fOr dependents:

t-
1.[DNeed = Cost

(D)
- (parental contribution + self-support)]

Net- need, N included student aid:

.. ..

-.
4.. ,,

[DNeed =-eost --- (parental- c-ontribation + self-support + student aid)]
N (D),.

Expette& parental contribution figures were obtained from the Col--;

jege SchOlarShip Service (CSS, 1975, Table /). CSS aldo supplied the

self-support figures: A dependent stadent'S averagecontribution was.

$460 if'he_attended a'two7year;school and: $510 if he .attended a four-

di

: year schooL.,

Midrange Estimation of Income Distribution for Detiendent,Students

0 d

The Midtangezestimates of the income distribution, for 'students at

each :`-type of institution in each:state wereodevelopedbycomparing: the

financial aid officers'. estimates with the census bureau estiMates.:Of'--

the population having dependents of college :age: AdjustMen o,the

ro

13



I ._ 1. .
_

. . .

aid fficeral- estimates were made froura varitty.ofaources,,including-
,

.-..ei
repar,66 from:the American College Testing Program (ACT)! the "College

,
Entrance Examination Board (CEEB), the CSS, and data from-the Basic

EducatiOnal Opportunity Granr(BE06) program, ACT and.CEEB have published

reports.On the family incomes of-students participatingfn their testing.

programs in individual states, and the "Annual Institutional Summary Data

. Service Report" (CSS, 1974' conta summary a on. students filing the

Parents Confidential

limited nu ber of itatewidt financial aid studies were also available,

atem and' Student Financial' Statetents. 'A

AA we other reports from state agencies one, the financial circum-

stances of students, Aiithese sources were included, when available,

to obtain thtmidrange income distiibution for a state. .The data

able for one state, were not necessarily camparable to the information-
.,

available for another state. While the estimates are based on empirical

544.

data, no single ratio or method was-applied' to all states.
.

eshman Norm Income Distribution":
-

'Fall 1974

Freshman-Narm Study included oniythose students who were full-.

time, f rat-tite tnrallees'in colleges. At the institUti?nal lcel,

inclu*sia 'Was based on the response rate tO" the'ACrs Student Informatiod

Form -(SI ). .The'required minimum stUdent.reaponse

tational,

for twor

made em

rate varied by insti-

type: .85/ in fouryear collegts., 7572 for universities- and507.:

ear colleges. Selections of the clualifed:institutions were

oying procedures to ensure the,representativeness*ofehe sample.
, .

The 1.1-2/4¢Ome distribution was derived frOm the0t4dent Inforiation Form.

The ZIF,is a student self-report form, and ii(Should be-gated that a,

"regresSion to the Mean" phenomenon' has been observed in student self.,

reportS of fatily income: Low income students tend :,to

"-
-:tdeikfamily's income, -and" high incame*StudtntV tend to'underestimate -.

-'. ,

8

14
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family resources (California State Seholarship'and Loan Commis sion, 1972; ,

,

'College Entrance Examination Board, 1971 and 1972).

The Freahman Norm'information was not available.on a state-by-state

basis. There were regional breakdowns, however, and the states were

categorized as shown in Table 1.

1.

4

- Table 1

REGIONAL GROUPING OF STATES

-_States,

Connecticut; Delaware; Tis ictOf Columbia; Maine; Maryland;

Massachusetts; New Hampshre;,New Tarsey;, New York;..Peunsyl-'

vania; Rhode Island; Verm nt
*

Midwest' Illinois; Indiana; Iowa; Kansas; Michigan; Minnesota; Mis-
r. souri; aebraska; North Dakota; Ohio; South-Dakota;*Wisconsin

South Alabama; Arkansas; Forida;-.Georgia; Kentucky; Louisiana;

'Mississippi; North Carolina; South Carolina; .Tennessee;

. Virginia; West Virginia

the

t Alaska; Arizona; California; Colorado; Hawaii;-Idaho';,:Montana;

Nevada; New Mexico; Oklahoma; 'Oregon;,TeXaaCttah;, Washington;

Wyoming

A t

The Freshman Norm income categories were also regrouped to match

SRI study fOrmat, as shown below:

SRI ome

'Ca egory

$0 to $5,999 '

$6,000 to $8,999

V9,000 id $11,;999

$12)000 and above "

A.

Freshman Norm IntOMe :Category

'
<$3,000 + ($3,000-$3,9-99) +.04,000-$5;999,

($6,000-$7,999) + 1/2($8,000-$9,'999)4"

1/2($8,000-$9,999) + 4/5($10,0Q0-$12,499)*"

"1/5($10,000-$12,499) + 'sum of raainini:categ9ries

Xtr

6



This formula assumes that students were distlitkulgd equally within each
t. ......_

income category; that is, in the $8009-$9999 interval; 1.tWasisstimed that

507 of the students were in the $8Q00- $8999ssector, and 50% weit'in the

$9000.-$9999 sector.
4

'o

Parental income regton and institutional type, as estim#tedfrom

data in The American Freshman: National Norms for Fall 1 4 ( :tin,et al.,

1914 pp. 52'and 88), is shown in Tables 2 and 3.

.1

Table 2

ESTIMATED PARENTAL INCOM, BY REGLON: '1974 -75

Distribution in Percent

Estimated Income East Midwest South West

..,

$0 to $5,999-- 11.1% 7.7% 13.1% , 11.2%

$6,000 to $8,999 9.9 ' 8.9 .10.1 9.9

.$95000 to $11,999 16.7 17.0. 15.3 16.1.

$12,000 and above( 62.3 66.4 . .61.5. 62.8

Tots]. 100.0% 100.0% L00:0% . 100.0%

, Table 3.

..27 A

ESTIMATED PARENTAL INCOME,,,,BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE;- 1974-.75

in Percent,

Public -PqVate
.

.Estimated Income Two,Yesr Four-Year Fo4p4ear , Two-Year

$Q to $.5,999 44 14.1% 9.1% 8.27 14.1%
. .

$8,000 to $8,999 ''' 11.4, 8-.7 8.1 11.7

$9',000 to $11,999- 18.7 15.6 13.4, 17.4

$12.,1100'and above 56.8. 66.6 70.3 ,.\ 56.8,

,100.0% '100.0% 100.07 100.074,

i

Total44,

10
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Appropriate categories' were averaged to produce the income b insri,

tutioria types for each region. for exaMple,,the' percent income dtstri-

bution for public two-year schools in the East is as follows:

$0 to $5,999 13.1% + 11.1 = 24.2

$6,000 to $8,99§c 11.4 + 9.9 = 21.3 2 =

$9,000 to $11,999 18.7 + 1 &7 = 35.4 2 =
h

$12,000 and. above 56.8 + 62.3 = 119.1 2 =

Total' 100.0% ,100.0 200.0

12.17

10.6

17.7

59.

100.

This procedure was followed for each institutional type and f esion, and

the data were applied to the states, according to the groupi g in Table'l.

11

'17
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IV AGGREGATE FINANCIAL NEED OF INDEPENDENT STUDENTS
,.,

Determining the aggregate need of independent students entailed

three steps:

* Criterla for defining'dependent students were chosen.

\ Methods for determining the number of independent students
-

a. each institutionatype in each state-were%developed.

\ A methods of measuring their aggregate financial need was
. -

\
devised. -

.

Defining Independent Students

There are 'several definitional criteria for determining who an

"independent!' student is. We used the BEOG program definition because

it fncoporates those criteria most widely used in awarding federal, state,

and institutional funds. That definition describes'an independent student

as one who:\

Has not and will'not be claimed as an exemption for federal

income tax puripses by any perso n except himself or his

spouse for the calendar year priorto theacadeMic'year for

which aid is requested.

Has not received and will not receivefinancial/assistance
of move than $600 from his or her parents in the Calendar

years in which aid is received and the calendar year. prior

to the-academic year for which aid. is requested.

Has not lived or will not.live for morethan two consecu-

tive Weeks in the home of a parent during the calendar

year in which.' aid is received and the calendar year prior

to_tWacademic year for which aid is requested.

12

18
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Determining,the Number of Independent Students

in Each State and Institutional Type

Because the* is wide variation in estimates of percentages of in-

dependent students at different types'of institutions, it was decided.

that national estimates could not be used without biasing the description

for many states.' The numbers of independent'atudents in eachtstate and

institutional-type were produced using data from five sources:

A study by the Southern Regional Education Board (SREB)

in 1973-74 (Davis, 1974) giving informetion of aid admin-

istrators' ,estimates of independent students in each of

the 14 SREB ,states. The, data analyZedhy §REB are gathered'

annually on the aid officers' Application(0)to Participate

in Federal Student Aid Programs.

A The Student Resource Survey (SRS) develloped by the College

.Entrance Examination Board giving stud4t self-reported

information On student dlmographic charhcteristics, finan-

cial circumstances, and financial aid resources in California,

Montana, Oregon, Pennsylvania, and Washington.

The repart,on alteinative definitions for independent stu7

' dents, Who Is the Independent Student? A Study of the

Status and Resources of Independent Students (Nelson et el"

1975). e ,

Program summary statistics (BEOG, 1475) from the BEOG

-program on the number of dependent'and independent students

who had applied for Basic Grants as of January 1974.

Institutional Summary Data Report; from the CSS (1974)

giving information on the number and characteristics of

students in various states filing a Parents Confidential

Statement (PCS) or a StUdent Financial Statement (SFS),.'

A study by the Southern Regional Education Board (Davis, 1974), p

vided estimates- -o -t he.- percentages independent students enrolled et.

various institutional types in each of the 14SREB states. A summary"

'of the estimates appears in Table. 4. The estimates vary widely from-
,

state to state and reflect two phenomena--the accuracy or inaccuray of

aid administrators' estimates concerning their student populations and

'13

r$1



the realwdifferentes of enrollment patterns among southern states. It

is difficult to determine which phenomena are applicable in which state.

Table 4

'FINANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATORS' ESTIMATES OF -PERCENTAGES

OF FULL-TIME INDEPENDENT STUDENTS, BY INSTITUTIONAL

TYPE, SOUTHERN STATES: 1972-73

Institutional Type

0

High Low Mean

Estimate Estimate Estimate

Four-year public colleges 30.7% 12.5% ,21.0%

Four-yeai independent, colleges 18.1 3.6 11.0

Two-year public colleges 36.2 10.0 20.9

o-year independient colleges. 18'..4 2.5 8.9

Voc/tech/business schools 44.2 11.8 24.2

s

The data deriAred from the-SRS study and the USOE repprt (Nelson et al.,

1975) reveala somewhat different pattern of independent student enroll-

ment; that pattern appea.rs in Table 5. The distributions are ,for, averages

of inde'pendent (and. dependent) students enrolled in public and private,

two-ylar andour-year cases among all states. Data from the Basic,

Educ'ational Opportilnity Grant, prograil(BEOG, 1975) and College Scholarship

Service (CSS, 1,970 werd included to increase the, information on those n.

'states excluded from the SRS studies and SREB states.

.Program summary statistics were obtained from the "BEOG officials

on the number of dependent and independent applicants by institutional
..-

types. However, the data provided only rough estimates because the po-

tential appliCant pool excluded juniors, and 'seniors; different pe cent4es

./.
4eof potentially eligible students app4d in each state beCau el'of thesi

unequal efforts of guidance counselors and financial aid officers.

1
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Table 5

DEPENDENCY STATUS OF. FULL -TIME UNDERGRADUATE

STUDENTS) BY CLASS LEVEL

.Column Percent Row Percent

Class

Depen-

dent'

Inde-

pendent Total*

Depen-

dent

Freshman , 31,8% 14.2% 28.6% 89.8%

Sophomore 26.6 21.9 25.7 84.3
2

Junior
v

23.0 28.4 24.0 78.2

Senior \ 1.7.1 31.7, 19.8 7015

Fifth year .._116 3,8 2.0 64.4

Total 100,0% 100.0% 10:0%

*-
Totals m.j. not add because of rounding.

Inde-

pendent Total

9.2% logAz!

15.7

21.8 100.0 -.'--...

29.5. .100.0-

35.6 100.0

The Institutional Summary Data Reports fjpom the Co ege Scholarship

Service also provide,rougb estimates, of tl<percentages of'Independent

students at each type of institution i' each state. These reports,spp-

ply information on the numbers 4 students in each state'who fildeither"

a PCS or an SFS. The first form nalyzes thei-financiat circumstances

'of_the'dependent student; the atter is for ivtdePend,nt students. -Like

the Basic,Grapt information these data laCUprecision because not all
si

institutions require the P S' or SFS. Rough -eati ates of the percentages

of independent students t each type of instit ion in each state were

derived by comparing

institutional types

By,using all Of t compariqg:the four arrays of

percentages, it was possible to estimate the rcentages that would most

c4osely approxi .ate reality. These best esti

e number of PCS ana S firers by'statesand.

se data sources -,#nd

Table 6.

tes are displayedlin



Table 6

ESTIMATED PERCENTAGE OF INDEPENDENT STUDENTS,

BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE: 1972-73

Public Privatec .
Location Four-Yea Two-Year Four-Year Two-Year

Alabama 21.0% 28.4% 7.0% 8.0%

Alaska 65.0 \ 29.3: 27.8 26.7

Arizona 8.0 18.9. 7.3

Arkansas 25.0

\:4.2

22..4 8.0 ' 19.4_ -

California 28.0 4.0 18.0 18.0 ..

Colorado . 10.0 37.9 8.5 8.9

Connecticut 12.0 35.6 7.0 . 8.0

Delaware 21.0 34.7 6.0

District of Columbia 12.5 35.7 12.6 15.5

Florida 26.7 36.2 18.1 11.0

Ceorgia 24.0 28.2 10-.5 10.0

Hawaii 39.7 28.8 20.5 8.9

Idaho ,26.1 29.0 5.0 5.0

Illinois 18.3 35.0 8.0 8.0

Indiana 7.4 20.5 10.5 15.5

Iowa 18.5 22.5 10.0 6.6

-Kansas 21.0 20.5 9.5 8.9

Kentucky 25.0 28.2 8.9 13.0

Louisiana 15.8 20.9 10.5 n.a.

Maine 18.0 20.5 7.8 8.9

Maryland 12.5 28.4 6.8 18.4

Massachusetts 15.0 27.9 10.0 10.0

Michigan -14.7 42.0 12.8 8,9

Minnesota 17.6 20.5 5.0 5.0

-Mississippi. 13.1 11.0 33.6 10.0-

Missouri 25.0 28.0 9.5 15.0''

Monelma 19.2 30.3 11.0 n.a.

NebrasTtn. 21.0

170:40

5.3 8.9

Nevada 1,, 20.5 4 15.0 n.a.

New HampshiN,,, 26.3 '37.0 9.0 8.9

New Jersey 14.0 11.0 23:0 5.0

New Mexigo 21.0 40.0 24.0 n.a.

New York
Fa 30.2 43.3 15.0 21.0

,North Carolina 18.0 , 28.2 2.5 6.0

North Dakota 15.0 13.0 14.5 n.a.

°hid' . 21.0 20.5 5.0 ,12.0

OklahOma 12.4 27.0 5.0 21.0

wOregon 21.0 48.0 8.9 5.0

Penr;'sylvania 9.6 11.4 6.2 6.2

Rhode rslard 20.5 25.1 10.0 n.a.

Sduth Carolina 17.5 18.6 9 6.2 10.0

South Dakota 21.0 14.3 8.2 12.5

Tennessee 21.0 27.0 6.4 12.5

Texas ' 30.7 24.5 10.5 18.4

Utah 21.0 12p, . 9.9 8.9

Vermont 12.7 20.50 ' 13.8 15.5

Virginia 21.5 18.5'' 8.9 10.0

Washington 15.2 35.0, . 10.9 n.a.

West Virginia 12.5 19.0 7.5 8.9

'Wisconsin 15.0 26.5 t10.2 10.9

Wyoming 21.0 12.1 n.111. ap . a .

not availably.

16
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The, numbers of full-time independent students enrolled as under-
I

,graduates at each type of institution in each state were obtained by

A
multiplying the total FTE-as 0.; Fall 1972"by the appropriate percentages

for each state. Data for the total FTE, Fall 1972, came from HEGIS

TRNST73B.

Measuring Agregate'Financial Need

To estimate the financial need of independent students, it was,..

necessary to evaluate average direct costs, indirect educational costa,

and typical income.

It was assuped that direct educational costs (tuition and fees,

books and supplies) for independent students were the same in each insti-,

.tutional type and state as thost of, dependent students. Direct" cost

data for dependent students. were available on the. Tripartite tape, and

these itAems were weightedAby the number of independent students at each

institutional" type in each state. The cost of attendance for independent

students were developed by,adding"maintenance costs to.the hrect educa.-

tion cost's.

Since there were no "state-by-state data on the indirect educational.

!O$,SsA,of Independent students (e.g., room and board, medical and dental

eXpenses and miscellaneous oosts),'regional and national data were used.

9

to estimate Maintedance budgets,

The maintenance.costs for independent students vary,:with their

Marital status, the number of dependents they have, and the location of'

the institution they attend. Using data hom.the- College. Scholarship

Service's InstttptIonal Summary Date-Sbrvice, a (4stribution of the

"marital/family circumstances of all independent .students was, derived.

estimation is displayed"ln Table-7.

17
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Table 7

MARITAL/PAMILV CIRCUMSTANCES

OF.INDE,TENDENT STUDENTS

.Percent

lassification Distribution

Single, no children 40.7%

DiOrried, no children 36.4

narried, one child 13.1

Married, two or more children ,- .-9,8

Total -100.0%

*4,

The limited number of clatsificatkons shown in Table 7 is not in-

clusive of the polssible combinations of Marital/fampyicirCumstances,

e.g., divorced or separated students with or without dependents or

students with large numbers of dependents. However, it suffices because

the maintenance expenditures per year for many different circumstances

are included within this distributidn.

Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) standards, by region4 and family

circumstances, were used to.produce weighted. average maintenance budgets

fOr all independent students., The "weights" are the percentages of

students in each of the four circumstances. The standardJS the BLS

low budget standard for nine months, or a typ,ical academic year. Using

the low standard fot 9 months rather than 12 has the impact of providing

a minimum estimate of maintenance cogas for the independent student.

The low budget standards were chosen because they are the ones by which

:many aid administrators measur1 independent student costs. Lesecon-

servative estimates- -tie moderate standard for the full year--would

nearly double the maintenance budgets forthe independent students,

18
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The weighted average budgets for each of five regions ar' clisplayed

i Table 8. The average for each region was assumed to be the aintenance
. -

4

cost for all independent students at all types of institutions in the

particular region.

O

Table 8

LOW STANDARD OF 4,YIN, STANDARD METROPOLITAN
'STATISTICAL /6A$, BY FIVE REGIONS:

NINE-MONTH BUDGETS

, .

Classification

North-

east ,

North

Central South West Alaska

Single $2005 $1956 '$1902 $2071 $2840

e Married, no children 2828 2735 2665 2858 3970

Married, /One child ,3580 3464 3373, ,3670 5020

Married, two children
.

, 4159 4025 3916 4263 580-

Weighted average 2722 2640 2570, 2781. 3830

Thar sum of the weighted average Maintenance budget, and average

direct educational costs equals Abetotat costs for an average indepen-

dent student. Average financial need can be estimatedby subtracting
4'

the average annual income from total costs.

state-by-state data on the annual incomes of

There are, however, no
0

independent students, and
. .

the estimates were derived from a variety of national and -state data

bases. The best estimates of total annual,Ancome for an independent

student and spouse are diSplayed 1n Table 9.
,

The income - distribution shown in Table 9 is foP all independent

studentsregardless of their marital status or number of dependents,

At all tyms of Anstitutions. It is believed that this distribution is

an accurate repzesentation of the typical'income distributicin of inde-..

pendent students at eagh type ,Qf'jnstitution in the nation.. The data

19
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Table

4

ANNUAL'INCOME FOR INDEPENDENT

STUDENT AND SPOUSE '

Income Category

percent

Distribution

Less than '$3000 40.1%

$3000 to $5999 25.6

$6000 to $7499 9.7

$7500 to $9000 -7,4

More than $9000 17.2

. Total a 100A%

available indicate only small variation in independent student income',
'/IV'

distributions by instit6tionaI.'types cyr states It bias. assumed that

total income of an independent student and spouse was available to Meet

maintenance and direct educational costs. This assumption "'taxer" 100%

of,an independent student's income and protects none of the resources, ,

for emergency or retirement; this practice Is common in determining the

ability of independent students to pay for 'their education. This assutvp-
,

tion and the use of the low budget standard have produced a low estimate..''

of financial heed for independent students. If the financier aid needs

of every independent studeht in the nation were measured and then.summed, ,

the total would undo6btedli be higher than the'ag gate estimate produced

in this report.

A'
.

The final step in the process was to aggregate the'linancial need

for independent students at each type of institution in each state in

the five regions. This required one finer assumption about the distri;1

bution of incomes and costs.

Virtually no institutions and certainly no ihstitutionaltypea,

%-

would have direct cost that, combined with the/average maintenance



,

figures for :anY region, would exceed $6000.. Consequently, i.tN was as o,
-

I 4

slimed that, in the aggregate, students with incomes above that bevel
'

01.

.

would have no aggregate fthanciaLneed. The bqs.t estimate of thetypical-
,.

, , .

4ncome for students withless than a $6000 knnnal income is ti-fe median
1

, a a

is .,
f"the'distrAbUtion of incomes below that level whichis $2458.,

,
. e

- -,

____---
The financial

0

need for a typical ind4pendent student.with an in-

. /46
conieleSs than $6000 a : 1

,

average direct costs''' "'.

+ weighted average maintenanc&-bUdiet

total aveage educati.6-rial .costs k
.

- average annue-rincOme-I$2458)
. ..

average financial need.

This erage financial needjs. for only- those students with incomes less''

than- $6,000- becayse'no total average maintenance costs,and direct edvca-
,

tional.Costa exceed-$000;the.students with incOm s above $60130 t:here.=,
* "S":

k

gave .no flnadicial.need',4Zthe''reatd.- Sidce bnly'6,5.7% of the'

-independent-students have annual .incomes of less than $6000, rhet-qtal-
.

aggregate need for all independent st-iudenta_ tn,any tnatieutional'type

in any' state is prodUced by multiplyihg t e average financial need b.y.,

v n° ,

65.7% of a1L independent students.
tP

A

A

r
THe formula for finding aggregate need of the independent students

in a given institutional type in a given state

apprppri e direct coats

.-1---ap-p-ron-riateaintenance budget_

average total educational axp rise

typicalannual 'income tifjmdenendent needy-s dents

average,finaneii_ineed of needy- iiUdents

x,0.651 ofl_aTI"indepen-4,0t students.

-tall---ag$regate need of A-00ependent students:
,

a
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1.

.4,

4.

ti?

The foymulab fOr each regj,onare::
o

,
O i

a f Weighted Median'

' 3 Average of Annual

, . - ,
,A

'Maintenance Incomes:

Region' Direct Costs Budget <$6000

.
.

. ,

.NO'rthesst' [(D1rect costs + $2722) - -. $2458] x 6.657 independent< :enrollmen
...,

.

North. ,.

..,

+ $2640). 7-.Central '['(Direct costs $2458] x 0.657 independent enrollment:

South' [( Dfrect costs + $2570) - $2458] x .0.657 independedt enrollment. ...:

-... West- [(DirecE costs + $2781) - $2458] x' 0,657 independent enrollment

,.
Alaska '. 4 [(D;Uct)Costs_ 4..$3880) - -'$2458] x 0.657 independent enrollment

:;;...........1.,-.?...
.,......s

4,

a

I-

yr

Number of

.Independerit Students

with Annual incotes

<$6000

IY

22.
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V GUARANTEED STUDENT 'LOAN PROGRAM'

4

Data Tor the-Guaranteed Studeht-ZOan Program were less.preqise than

for 6$fierfederal progeams, and it'was necessar to make estimations for
.

-distributing the dollars by income categories with n institutional types.

IhTormation on 46 amount of GSL,loans was ava lable on a state-by-state

41

basisfrom.6heRepOrt-and Daea'Analya staff .£f the USOE Division of
. _ fi

Insured,:Loans.',rercentageSfor estimated loads to graduate students

And g:tUdept6.s.atte4ding types Of :606101 a - ;let : inclUded. in this study were

.aiabtr a4-td from each 'State" s tQtal...:-TOte .7tema*ning. total in each state

.,..:-; ;,'--' ' - .-...', ":., -': _;?.,'

was treated as available for. full -time undergraduate study'(see Table 10).

It was necessary to assuipe'that iloans ssu'ed in one state but used in

another would be apProximateIy equal fh total value among states.

RO

Stateclby-state income distributions o5 loan pecipients were avail-

able for 1971-72 from the Reports and Data Analysis staff (GSL, 1973),

but data were not available for different types of institutions within

each state. Therefore, it -was necessary -to estimate the loan dollar

distribution among income intervals within types of institutions The

following procedure was used for the colleges and univetsities. If; for

k .

example, 20%of a 'state's tdtal loans were awarded to students wifh

family incomes of "less than r-6000" and 10% oft all a statets student*

with those family incomes were enrolled at private four-year colleges,

then those students were assumed to have access to 2% of the total aid

.(10% of 20%). To the. extent possible, the distribution of the dollans

was corroborated by data furnished by individual state guarantee agencies

and USOE regional, offices;

For example, loan vdlume in Alabama for FY 1923 was

From that amount, we subtracted 13.6%, or $1,,520455.01' for students

-;""
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Table ID

ESTIMATED GUARANTEED LOAN PROGRAM VOLUME

IN I942-73 FOR UNDERGRADUATES ENROLLED

IN COLLEGES AND UNIVERSITIES

Location

Alabama

Alaska

Arizona
Arkansas

California

Colorado

Connecticut

Delaware

District of GoiuMbia

Florida

deOrgla

Hawaii

Idaho

1111112p A,
-tandiana

Iowa

Kdbilas

Kentucky

Louisiana

Maine

Maryland

Massachusetts

Michigan

Minnisota

Mississippi

Missouri

Montana

Nebraska

Nevada,

New Hampshire

New Jersey'

New Mexico*

New York

North Carolina

North Dakota

Ohio 11

O Oklahoma

Oregon

Pennsylvania

RhOde Island

South Carolina*

South Dakota

ennessee

xa4

."Uta

Vermo t

11 Virgin a

fl

Washing on

West'Virg

Wisconsin

Wyominqv.g

GSL Dollars

$ 8,6444,000

122;000

4,;63,000

4;909,000

068,424,000
.11,345,000 .

24,349,000,
798,00e.

3,149;000

182276,.000

7,663,600

1,843,000

g.)488,000

.3`4;57,0fdOrAG'''o

210870:1900 '

16,311,000

8,649,000

5, 560
'

000

4

A

_ .1 : '

6,137,000

5,548,000
0

12,0380000

23,593,000

15,137,000

20;890,000

6,124,000

8,507,000

3,355,000

7,604,600

860,246

2,279,000
36,7272000

204,000
145,692,000

4,892,000

9,293,000

22,450,000

3,847,00

7,151,000

73,125,000

7,354,000

889,000

5,490,000

6,638,000

29,774,000

4,768,000

2,712,000

10,725,000

14,903,000

5,251,000

,21,304,000

970,000

4ew Mexico and gputh Carolina have large

-proporLigns of their GSL volumes offered

through institutions as lenders; there-.,

fore, their totals appe'ar smaller than

usual. (SL'dollats that are controlled

by institutional aid administiators ap-

pear as institutional a4d:

24
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enrolled in Vocational schools. AnothOr 9%, or $1,006,246,,waa sub-.

trafted that ,is.the-enal eilsCiata of the loans that go tobecause

students foi graduate study. An additional, 0.1%, or $11,181,was sub-

tracted froM the total because that.aMount was loaned to students by

colleges acting as lenders and would! 'reported'io the study as inst4-
4

4

tutional funds. This left us with $8,64

$8,643,000.

which Was rounded to

TheGSL,persdnnel reported the following porde t distil ti6not

Loans in-.25cIab'ataa

<

,

in 1971--72:

Less than $6,000 33.4%

6,000 to $8,999 19.0

$9, to $11,999 15..0

More tha 12,000 23.6

Independe students 9.0

Total 100.0%

>,

Multiplying those percentages by $8; 3 000 produced these amounts:

,..
Less than $6,000

$6,000 to $8,999

$9,000Ao $11,999

More than $12,000

Independent 'students

$2,886,762

1,642,170

1,296,450

2,039;748

777,810.

$9,643,000.

4

The perCont distribution of studeNts in those intervals by instigutions is:

i

e
four4Year

Public Private

Less than $6,000 47.1% 25.5%

$6,000 to $8,999 50.0 ', 17.4

$9,000 to $11,999 67.4. 12.3

More than $12,000 7,6.3 12,1

Independent students 67.6 10.5
A

25
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Two-Year

Public .Private'

7,25.1% 2:3%

30.4 ' 2.2 .

18:8 '1.5

10.1 1.5

21.2" 0.7 A

7



Dividing the AKlats into income intervals by types of institutions
. ,

prOdUces the fOlibwing:

-Less than $6,000

$ 000 to $8,999

$9 000 to $11,999

Mot than-$12,000,

.-.Inde endent students'

Total,

Four-Year Two-Year

:TotalPublic Private Public Private ,

$1,3'59,665

821,084

873,807

1,556,328

525.840

$ 736,124

285,738

159,463

246,81Q

81.676

$ 724,577

499,220

243,733
206,015

164'969

$ 66,396

36,128p.

19,447

30 5954

.5,445

$2,886,762

17642,17V

1,298,456

039.,74
777 870.;,

$5,136,724 $1,509,811. $1,838,454 $158,011' $8,643,000

A s miler procedure was followed for each of the other states,

using thei income distributions and the GSL data for, each state.

26
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VI BASIC EDUCATIONAL OPPORTUNITY GRANT PROGRAM_

J
BEOG officials provided SRI with state-by-state distributions of

'Basic Grant qualified app4pants fox,t449.41eiets. VI the current processing

year. A distribution of Basic Grant qualified 'applicants by state and

by Institutional type was available for November 3p, 1974; for January 7,

1975, the Basic Grant officials provided a distribution of qualified ap-

plicants by family income interval and state. Unfortunately/ a aistrib -

tion of qu'alified appMeant family income by types pf institutio

not exist; it was therefore necessary to devise a method for developing

these estimations. The State of Alabama will be used as An illustration

of the process.

Table 11 displays the distribution of Alabama students receiving

Basic Grant eligibility by -type of institution as ofJiOvember 30; 1974'
ti

(9,282 students),,, and Table 12 shows the distribution as of'. January 7,

105 (11,671 students). Since' -it was preferable to maximize the estimates

of dollars received, thereby minimizing the amount of unmet need, the

larger figure was used to make the estimates of total dollars in Alabama;

Table 12 also includes these calculations.

The average award was estimated from the maximum award a student

with that eligibility.index for each type of institution might receije.

..This maximum was obtained from the,BEOG Payment Scheftle of Awards for

1974-75. The'maximum assumes that all students' budgets exceed $1999

per year, a valid assumption for the college students. ,However, for

some of the other postsecondary students, this estimate may be 10% high.

27
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Table 11

o 4

BASIC GRANT'RGIPIENXS IN 1974-75, BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPE:

ALABAMA

Type

:1

Number

. . ...
, "-,. .4

Percent
.

Four-year public 3312. 35.7%

Four-year private 2361 '25,4

Two-yeal' public 2189 23.6'

,Two -year private 314 3.4

Public voc/tech 178 1.9

Proprietaries 777 8.4

All others 151 L.6
.4

Total , 9282 100.0%

.

Table 12

0 v.:
Average

.

Eligibility

Index
.

300

235

245

159

.78

180

161

247

ti

ESTIMATED BASIC GRANT DOLLARS IIAWARDED IN 1974-75.:

ALABAMA"

Average

Type ''Students Percent . Award Total

Four-year public,. 4,164 35.7% $806 $ 3,356,184

Four-year prTvate. 2,969 25.4 882.. 2,618)658

Two-year Otblic 2,752 23.6 882 . 2,427,264

Two-year private 394 3.4 918 361,692

, Public vocoittech .

t
Proprietaries

'222

980

1.9

.8.4

918

.-918

203, 796

, 899,640

All others 190 1.6 . 918 174,-420

Totals 11,671 100.0% $860 $10,041,654

,

To fit the SRI. format, the seven types of institutionslipsted by

the Basic Grant officials were redategorized as follows:

28
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AO

0

Basic Grant SRI

P blic ofour-year

P

P plic twooyear

Private two-year

Public voc/tec

Proprietarie

All 'Others

Public four -year

-TilVdte'f&M-Yer'

-----

Public two-year

rivate two-year

,"

Having obtained the maximum estimate of Basic Grant dollars by in-
.

stitutional types, the next step was to estimate the dollars received by

students' in. family income categories: $0-$5,999,. $6,000-$8,999, $9,000-

$12,000, and $12,000 and above. The January 7, 1975, report provided

eligibility indexes for student recipients by 12 intervals. Therefore,

appropriate intervals were combined.

With Alabama again used as an example, Table 13 displays the average

eligibility indexesofor Basic Grant recipients,"their family inconies,

and their estimated grants.

Table 13

AVERAGE ELIGIBILITY INDEXES FOR BASIC GRANTS IN 1974-75,

BY INCOME INTERVAL:

ALAgAMA

4

Income Int,rval Percent

Eligibility

Index
i

Average

Grant

Less than $6,000 -57:0% 134 $956

$6,600 to $8,999 21.4 310
,

806

$9,000 to $11,999 14.4 .582 578 I.,

More than $12,000 7.2 862 288

Total 100.0% 284 821

35
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It will be noticed that the average-grant award in Table 12 was

$860 ana in Table 13 was $821. ;This, ,4o 41.6ierenceAsprobabla fdndtiOn
. . ,

of averagingiand of calculations based on data collected at different

times.

The average giant awards by income intevals were
e

number of students in each interval to determine the percentage of

lars received by students in each income interval (see Table 14). It

will'be noted that the larger total estimate was., used.

multiplied by dhe

13

Table 14

ESTIMATED BASIC GRANT AWARD TOTALS'Ile.1924,75,

t. BY INCOME INTERVAL:

ALABAMA

Income -Interval Total Grants Percent

Less than $6,000 $ 6,657,617 66.3%

$6, 000 to $8, 999 2,108,747 21.0

$9,000 to $11,999 1,024,249 10.2

MOre than $12,000 251,041 2.5

Total $10, 041, 654 100.0%

Alter the total dollars awarded to students by income_ intervals and

by tnstitdiions were known, a matrix could be devised to apportion the

awards among income intervals Within institutional types (see Table 15).
0

The assumptioiunderlying thig matrix is that the Basic Grant dollars are

awarded to students at each institution in propqrtiov:to the state pro-

portion within a givenincome interval. FoT example, the public four

college students receive $3,356, 0 in Basid Craps. Of this

amount, $2 22 000 waSessignei to

thah $6000. That was 66.3%4bf the

to the distributional percentage of studen
A 1

year

4t,

students wits family income0 of legs

total, a yeren%age that corresponds

from lOw incomef lirs
J, or \

were enrolled in pdhli0fou-year cbllegeS., '4

30 \
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:Table 15

ESTIMATED BASIC GRANTS IN 1974-75,

BY INCOME INTERVAL AND TYPE OF INSTITUTION:.

ALABAMA

(In Thousands of Dollars)

Income Interval

Four-Year Toro -Year

Total
*

Public Private Publi Private

Less than $6,000 $2225 $1736 .$1609 $240 $5810

$6,000 to $8;999 705 550 510 76 1841

$9,000 to $11,999 342 267 248 37 894

More than $12,000 . 84 T65 61 9 219

Total 3356 $.2618
,

$2428 $362 $,8764

All igstitutiona, excluding public voc /tech, proprietaries,-

and 'other.'

4
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VII. INSTITUTIONAL AID

-The priMary source for the amount of institutional financial aid to

students wasithe Institutional Application to Participate in F eral Stu-

dent Financial Aid Programs, FY 1974 (APPLCN).* To particip a in one

or more of threeinstitutionally based federal programs (CWSOIDSL, and

SEOG),,the Higher Education Amendments of 1968 require that' the institu-

tions report and spend for financial aid the amznt listed on their

APPLGNs under "maintenance of level of -support." The following funds

dare included in the institutions' maintenance level of support: the in-

stitutiQnal grants-in-aid and scholarships, including state scholarships

that are controlled and adminiseered by the institu ion; institutional

waivers of tuitions and fees; instit tonal stud oans; loans made

under the Federally Insured Student Loan Program, Title IVI if the in-

stitution acts as a lender; the instit ional shares of.the United Stu-
,

lent Aid Funds, Inc., College ReserveeProgram, nursing and health litotes-
/
sions financial aid programs, NDSL Program, and CWS Progret (limited to

on- campus institutional share, unless the institution has provided off-

campus matching shares from its own funds); institutional emp oyment (ex-
/

cluaiVe of federal share of CWS Programs); and student wages from employ-
\

ment contracted by an institution with a private concern, .such at\ food

services, and laundry and dry cleaning.

°The Huller amounts for maintenance level of support far each type,

of institution were summed for each state, and this,,amount was considered
r.

the total available institutional aid.- The maintenance fipure can include

Data on institutional aid were placed on the Tripartite tape.
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awai-da-IAvailable to both graduat under$raduate students. Howe

since the;eWas.--- o way to estimate the perc'ntage of funds that/Were

used by graduates; all of t e intenance funds were listed as available

to undergraduates. This produced an inflated picture of available aid

for undergraduates at universities but was preferable. to underestimating

available aid, since one of our primary purposes was to identify minimum
Y.

levels of net unmet need.

Another problem with the Maintenance figures is that a large per-

centage of these dollars--nearly 50% in most states - -i's distributed.to

students who may or may not have financial need. Yrherefore, it was nec-

essary to obtain estimates of the students, by faMily income who are req.

ceiving the aid dollars.

'Several statewide financial aid studies have revealed patterns of

the distribution of institutional dollars that are consistent from state

to state within different types of institutions. The results of a 1913

survey by Southern Regional Education Board staff (Davis, l974Yistovided

the framework for the national estimates of the institutional aid dollars

on' the basis of institutional types.

In that study, a representative sample of nearly 100 southern insti-

tutions,,was surveyed. Aid officers were asked to classify theirAnstitu-

tional or institutionally controlled aid monies according to the'folldwing

degrees of availability:

General Availability--Unrestricted fundslsenerally but,

not cOmpletely based on financial need. This category'

contains the largest number of applicants qualifying and

receiving assistance.
12,

Limited Availability- -Funds typically, but not exclusively,

'''awarded to recipients on the basis of specific character-

istics or educational goals rinancial need is considered,

but the awards are not assigned strictly on the basis of

need.

33
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° Restricted Availability--Funds that are highly restricted.

by geography, curriculum, secondary school preparation,

institutional matriculatil., donor preferences of choices, ,

or special and unusual recipient characteristics. Need ,

. may or may not be a qualification for an award.

Examples of programs in each category are as follows. General

availability includes funds from the federal NDSL, SEOG, and'CWSprogramt;

and some state student financial aid programs. Limited availability in-

eludes the federal Law Enforcement Education Program, the Healt?rofes-

sions and Nursing Student Assistance Progr and most of the fu ds re-
.

ported in this study as guaranteed loan program"funds. Restrict =d,

availability includes private church and civic group scholarships schol

arships awarded to students for athletic, music, or other special talents,

and awards\made to wel%are recipients or veterans and their depedl ents.
-/

The SRgB surve protluced some consistent-es0.matesuf the in titu-

tional and 6stit tionally contrelled'kunds ih theWthree categorlies.

The percentages tot five types of institutions appear. in Table 1.6.

4,

Table l6

PERCENTAGE OF INSTITUTIONAL OR INSTITUTIONALLY CONTROLLED

AID FUNDS ACCORDING TO DEGREE

OF AVAIIpABILITY, BY INSTITUTIONAL TYPES,

Institutional Type
Degree of Availability

General Li7iited Restricted

Four-yeak public,colleges, .57% 112%

Four-Year independent colleges 6/ 10 3

Two-year public colleges

Two-year independent colleges

52

60

21 271,

15 25

Voc/tech/business schools 56 19 25

After the amount of dollars was obtained for each institutional type

in each state, that amount was multiplied by the.appropriate percentage
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of 'generally available funds. The resulting product was distributed

aMong.all students in the s

dollars,had been distributed

each state.

me*way that the combined NDSL, CWS, and SEOG,

to students in.that type of-institution in

The limited and restricted aid dollars are not .distributed

on the basia.oS-finincial need, andYkt'Was assumed that students_ in ea:Ch.
-....,

. . , .
_. ----- A ^

income-interval -nearly7,eqUal Ommtunity.to receive them. There='

fore, -these aid ddllarare-dlatriuted among income categories according'

to the percenta f enrolleZ students Within Le revective intervals..

this estimatiOn laCks the precision thatjs:desirable under optimal

conditions, its bias is in the directi4in of uh restimatipg the impact'

of financial aid to 1oWer income stUdents-

.,a

4
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The benefits toveterang in c.01.100 during VI 1973 cited yin Table\

37 of "Student Aid: Descriptions. and Options'1 cadre, estimated using sum=

'mary tapes from the Veterans Administration. The summary tapes previded

information

in which he

.a

on the' type of institution\the Veteran attended, the state
.\ .N

attendedl'the number of. dependents,' he had,

or .pert -time student. Since the tapes did

matibn.on the educational assistance allowance granted;

and his status as

not include infor=

-Imonthly awards

for each state were produced by, multiplying-the number of veterans by

the amount appropriate to their status, as is shownsp the monthly allow-

ante schedule in Table k7. Yearly benefits were }produced by mul,tiplyiqg

ehe monthlY &weed by a factor of 9.5.
"

Table 17

MONTHLY EDUCATIONAL ASSISTANCE\ALLOWANCE

FOR VETERANS: FY-197

,4

)
St4dent

'Full -time

Three- quarter tim

Half-time

I ,

fa

Veterans c, ed as Y+ on the

.81.i ieci three-quarter time;

4. ,
1' /

iTteamount shown under two

dent in excess of two.

' $220

165

110

One
ependent

$261

196'

131

Twb

Dependents

4296
224

149-

C

oas

?lore Thai?' Two

Dependents t-

$1,8

14

9

Summary, tapes were full=time, Js were con-

and 2s ,rid is were half-time.

dependents plus the following for each depen-.
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IX CONCLUSION

\*

The assumRtions and' estimation techniques explained,in this report

forMed the,baais of "Student Aid: Description andOptiona " The Proj-

ect's eark stages were fraught,with problems of merging 4ssimilar ddta

\

bases, and 'a review of the data shows liditations,in two 'areas:. (1) the

finantial aid officers'income distribUtionof students at+iding their

.colleg-Es and () independent students.

The financial aid officer estimates form the basis of the report

- because they are. the only comprehensive data on both aid recipients and

,th7e.underiraduate student body at individual Campuses in each state; how-
.

ever, whebtheir estimates are compdred with other student income distri
.

.butions-At is apparent that the aid officers underestimated the family
1

ine6 es of dependent students attending their colleges. Therefore, two

alternative income distibutions, /a midrange edtimate and the Freshman

Norm estimate were also included in the report.

1

The second area for refinement entails independent students. Be-
.

!

.'cause little data have been collected about independent students, it was

necessary to develop the estimatio6 techniques discussed in .th s research

note. ,The numbers of independent. and part-time students are e'ipected to

increase in the coming years; we suggest that more data be collected

abbutthese students as well as those attending proprietary schools.

014. other suggestion stems from the frustrating problems we faced

when using data from sources that had/combined information into different

categories. Comprehensive studies such as ours could be completed. more

effectively if government agencies and researchgrOUps,youid categorize

the data according-to an agreed-upon system.
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